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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-10 are presented for examination. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 1, 2, 7, 8, and JO are allowed. 

Claims 4 and 6 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
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the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

Claims 3 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Strawczynski et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,628,641 in view of Ludwig et al. U.S. 
Patent No. 6,697,352. 

As per claims 3, and 9, Strawczynski et al. substantially teach the claimed 
wireless packetization method and apparatus in which an improved transceiver 
architecture and method for detecting errors in data cells transmitted by wireless 
communication. It has been recognized that for a given code length there is a higher 
probability of detecting an error using an error detection technique than there is for 
determining that a detectable but non-correctable error pattern occurred using an FEC 
technique. Furthermore, for some applications, as long as the header is correct, there 
is utility in forwarding a cell with a corrupted payload. This architecture and method can 
be used in both point-to-point and point-to-multipoint radio units. In either system, the 
transmitter of a cell reconfigures the cell for transmission such that the receiving radio 
unit can detect errors that occur in the header with greater accuracy than conventional 
techniques. In particular, a reconfigured cell includes enhanced header error detection 
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coding by including an extended header error code (EHEC). The receiving unit 
retrieves the reconfigured cell from the transmitted radio bit stream and detects header 
errors using the enhanced header error detection coding. If the receiving unit detects no 
header errors, various treatments can be applied. Typically, the enhanced header error 
detection coding is replaced by a conventional header error coding check if no further 
wireless transmission is required. The system can then simply forward such a cell, 
relying on higher layer protocols to determine what treatment should be performed on 
cells with corrupted payloads. Thus, there is provided a transceiver for receiving and 
transmitting data cells over a wireless interface, having the following features; a block 
processor having a transmit path for reconfiguring cells for transmission over the 
wireless interface and for receiving transmitted signals and processing received 
reconfigured cells; the block processor includes: a transmit header processor for 
assembling a new header for a cell to be transmitted, including: means for extracting 
HEC from said cell, and means for calculating and inserting an EHEC into the cell 
header; a receive header processor, including: means for extracting EHEC from a 
received cell, means for replacing the EHEC with an HEC, and means for detecting 
errors in the received cell header; and means for discarding a received cell if an error in 
the header is detected (column 1 line 53-column 3 line 15, Figure 4, column 4 lines 45- 
54). Other aspects of Strawczynski et al. provide for enhanced treatments and optional 
features. For example, additional Forward Error Correction or error detection coding 
can be applied, either to cells or blocks of cells. FEC has the advantage of generally 
improving the radio transmissions. Either way, this additional coding can help 
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determine the type of treatment to be applied. For example, if detectable but 
uncorrectable errors are detected on a particular cell, but no error is detected in the 
header, then the system can conclude that there is an error in the payload. This can 
allow systems to select between various treatments, including: forwarding the cell, 
forwarding the cell with a flag, discarding the cell, and producing an indication of the 
error to a higher layer protocol. For groups of related cells for which the payload of 
every cell is necessary, special treatments can be applied to conserve bandwidth by 
discontinuing the forwarding and/or transmission of subsequent cells of a message 
once a payload error has been detected in any cell of a message, (column 2 line 60 
through column 3 line 15) Not explicitly disclosed is that the flag is indicative of 
corruption in the data. 

However, in an analogous art, Ludwig et al. teach that the commonly used data 
exchange principle for networks is that of packet exchange. This means that the data to 
be sent is broken down into units. Rules for sending and receiving such units, as well 
as rules for the structure of the units themselves are determined by protocols. Protocols 
are sets of rules that allow the communication between a sending end and a receiving 
end, as the rules specify how and in what form data to be sent has to be prepared, such 
that the receiving end may interpret the data and react in accordance to protocol 
defined rules to which both partners in the communication adhere. An important concept 
for allowing the exchange of data between different networks, and thereby between 
numerous kinds of software and hardware, is that of protocol layering. This means that 
a number of protocols are organized in a hierarchy of layers, where each layer has 
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specific functions and responsibilities. FIG. 5 illustrates the mechanism of passing data 
through the layers. The typical basic structure of a packet has two parts, namely a 
header and a payload part. The header contains information on the type of data 
contained in the payload part and communication control information for the respective 
layer. At the application layer, user data is processed by adding a header. The 
resulting data unit or packet is passed to the transport layer, where e.g. a TCP header is 
added. This TCP header contains information for the TCP peer on the receiving side. 
This process of embedding a packet of a higher layer in a larger packet of a lower layer 
is referred to as encapsulation, (column 1 line 24 through column 2 line 32, figures 3-5) 
Here, the examiner is trying to point out that if the TCP header of figure 5 had a header 
error in the initial layer, at the highest level, that TCP header error would be a data 
error. Therefore it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time this invention was made to use the system of Strawczynski et al. to send error 
flags indicating an error in the header - the header of one layer being the data of 
another layer as shown in Ludwig et al. This would have been obvious as suggested by 
Strawczynski et al. (column 2 line 60 through column 3 line 15) with the discussion of 
using error flags in messages sent. 

As per claim 5, Strawczynski et al. teaches a method for treating errors by 
performing an additional operation which indicates whether there is an (uncorrectable) 
error in a cell as well as using, in this embodiment, the enhanced header error check on 
the header in order to determine whether there are errors in the header, and acting 
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accordingly, (see FIG. 6,) Either a forward error correction (FEC) or an additional error 
detection step is performed on each cell. Note that this additional step can be 
performed in a block, which includes a group of cells, although this adds complexity and 
an increased probability of discarding a good cell, and is therefor, although possible, not 
preferred. Each reconfigured cell is FEC encoded prior to transmission. During 
reception, the receive block processor performs FEC decoding. During this step, 
correctable errors are corrected. As part of the FEC decoding process, a determination 
is made as to whether there were detectable but uncorrectable error patterns. If there 
are no uncorrectable errors, the EH EC header error check step is performed, in order to 
determine whether the EHEC shows a valid header was received. If a valid header was 
received, then the cell is reconfigured back to conventional ATM format and forwarded, 
otherwise it is discarded. If there is an indication that there was an uncorrectable error 
in the cell, a determination is made as to whether there was a valid header received. If 
there was an error in the header, the cell is discarded. Various treatments can be 
applied depending on the nature of the payload. Treatments include forwarding the cell, 
forwarding the cell with a flag, discarding the cell, or producing an indication to a higher 
layer protocol of the error (Column 3 line 59 through column 4 line 19, column 6 line 24 
through column 7 line 46, figure 1 .figures 6a, b and figure 7). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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U.S. Patent No. 6,519,223 Wager et al. 

This patent teaches a telecommunications system and method is disclosed for 
implementing a semi-reliable retransmission protocol that utilizes both selective repeat 
Automatic Repeat Request (ARQ) and segmentation and assembly of data packets. 
The new semi-reliable retransmission protocol includes a timer based triggering of a 
retransmission timeout for retransmission protocols, which allows the retransmission 
timeout to become insensitive to variations in the channel rate. In addition, the 
retransmission timeout can be defined based upon the maximum delay allowable for the 
retransmission of corrupted data packets over the air interface. For every data packet 
received a timer monitoring the transmission time of the data packet is initialized. If the 
timer elapses for the data packet this data packet is marked as discarded in the 
transmitter, and a request is sent to the receiver to ensure that transmissions carrying 
that data packet are discarded in the receiver. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cynthia Britt whose telephone number is 703-308-2391. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on 703-305-9595. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Cynthia Britt 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2133 



